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government as a high Tory like Sir Samuel Hoare. A
Conservative like Lord Baldwin, with a high sense of
noblesse oblige> had a much higher conception of the
responsibilities of capital than a Liberal business man like
Viscount Runciman.
The explanation surely is that they all agreed about the
framework within which they were to operate; and the
society of which that framework was the expression was
rich enough and elastic enough to permit ample margins
within which -discussion of differences could be at once
permitted and lead to acceptable compromises. For,
invariably, the framework itself was not brought into
discussion. It had never been so brought since the success
of the Parliamentary forces in the Civil War had settled
the lines of its construction. Nor was there, until the other
day, any need for its discussion. The nation as a whole felt
that it had made its bargain with fate. Odd individuals,
like Robert Owen, small groups like the Fabian Society,
might arise to point out that the bargain would have to
be re-opened. In the confidence of a society the success of
which hardly seemed seriously capable of challenge, there
seemed no good reason to take such scepticism at its
announced value. That is why, throughout this period,
the doubters, Carlyle, Arnold, William Morris, Ruskin,
were never really taken seriously. They were "unpractical"
people—poets, critics, prophets; in any case Cassandras
whose predictions could be discounted by the magnificence
of the trade returns. The rulers of Greatk Britain never
doubted the solidity of their achievement. Why should
they who drew tribute from the whole world, who,
America apart, had built a higher standard of life for their
subjects than had ever been secured in any other country
or time ?
The power of the conquerors to confine the debate has
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